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WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a), In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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Status 

1)13 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 21 September 2005 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)|3 This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) K Claim(s) 29-31 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) M Claim(s) 29-31 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 
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10) K The drawing(s) filed on 08 January 2004 is/are: a)^ accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's amendment of claims 29-31 reflects the limitation "Hamming distance 
between the outputted codeword and a second outputted codeword is proportional to a 
distance between the first watermark information and a second watermark information". 
This limitation is not supported by the specification thereby presenting a new matter. 
Applicant's arguments have been considered, but are mute in view of the new grounds 
of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 29-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. The specification does not describe Hamming 
distance between codewords. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claim 29-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aggarwal (US Patent No. 6.834.344 B1) in view of Stern (US Patent No. 5.483.597) and 
further in view of Kumar (US Patent No. 5.949.796). 

5. Referring to claims 29-31 , Aggarwal discloses semi-fragile watermarks (see 
abstract). Aggarwal teaches a method for marking high-quality digital images with a 
robust and invisible watermark. It requires the mark to survive and remain detectable 
and authenticatable through all image manipulations that in themselves do not damage 
the image beyond usability. The watermark has the property that it can detect if the 
essential contents of the image has changed. The first phase of the method comprises 
extracting a digest or number N from the image so that N only (or mostly) depends on 
the essential information content, such that the same number N can be obtained from a 
scan of a high quality print of the image, from the compressed form of the image, or in 
general, from the image after minor modifications (introduced inadvertently by 
processing, noise etc.). The second phase comprises the marking. 

6. Referring to the instant claims the limitation " means for embedding the outputted 
codeword as the watermark information into the content' is met by Fig. 2 (blocks 112 
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and 113). The digest N is embedded into the image (i.e. content). N is a codeword (see 
column 9, lines 49-50). The limitation "codeword selected from a plurality of 
codewords" is met by teaching that N is chosen as the codeword in C nearest to F(l) - 

see col. ,7 lines 43-45. Aggarwal, however, does not teach selecting the codeword 
from the simplex code according to the user ID. Aggrawal also does not teach a 
Hamming distance between codewords being proportional to a distance between the 
watermarks. 

7. Referring to the instant claims, Stern discloses a process for the authentication of 
at least one identification device by a verification device (see abstract). Stern teaches 
that the user has several secret codes s[1], It is beneficial if these vectors s[1], . . . 

, s[w] are forced to form an extended simplex code (see column 2, lines 57-60). These 
teachings read on the limitation "codewords constructing a simplex code" based on 
"user identification". 

8. Referring to the instant claims, Kumar discloses digital broadcasting method and 
system (see abstract). Kumar teaches embedding codewords into the SCA signal. 
According to Kumar for each pair of received codeword estimates, the receiver system 
combines codeword estimates or selects between decoded codewords by determining a 
metric, which corresponds to the probability of error in each of the decoded codeword 
estimates (Fig. 13). The number of differences in bit positions (i.e. the Hamming 
distance) between each of the re-encoded estimates and the corresponding received 
estimate, prior to decoding and re-encoding, is proportional to the bit error rate (BER) 
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for the codeword prior to decoding (see column 30, line 65 to column 31, lines 1-4 and 
Fig 16). 

9. Therefore at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to modify the watermark embedding system of Aggarwal by 
embedding the codeword taken out of the simplex code associated with the user as 
taught in Stern and have Hamming distance between the codewords proportional to the 
distance between the watermarks as taught in Kumar. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to modify the watermark embedding system of Aggarwal by 
embedding the codeword taken out of the simplex code associated with the user as 
taught in Stern for verification of the validity of the identification device (see Stern 
abstract) and have Hamming distance between the codewords proportional to the 
distance between the watermarks as taught in Kumar for increasing signal-to-noise ratio 
(see Kumar, column 31, lines 12-14). 

10. Referring to claims 30 and 31, the limitation "obtaining a correlation value 
between each of the outputted codewords and the content" is met by Fig. 6 of Aggarwal 
(blocks 502 and 503). The limitation "determining presence of watermark information 
based on norm calculated... and specifying the colluder based on the correlation value 
if presence of the watermark is determined" is met by Fig. 8 (see blocks 705-707). 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: 
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U.S. Patent No. 6.005.727 to Behrens et al 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Grigory Gurshman whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-3803. The examiner can normally be reached on 9 AM-5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gilberto Barron can be reached on (571)272-3799. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571)273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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